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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of the present application in view of the 
'oregomg amendments and in view of the reasons that follow. Claims 1, 3-5, 7, 8, 10-12, 14, and 
29 art btmy amended to more clearly define Applicants' invention. Claims 2, 6, 9, and 13 are 
being cancelled, and Claims 3 1 and 32 are newly added. After amending the claims as set forth 
above. Uws 1,3-5, 7, 8, 10-12, 14, 29, 31, and 32 are now pending in this application. 

I. Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. 8 103(a) 
A. Clai ms 1.2. S, 8, 9. 12. and 29 

In Section 4 of the Office Action, Claims 1 , 2, 5, 8, 9, 12, and 29 are rejected 'under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over United States Patent No. 6,594,490 to Toyoda et al. 
(hereinafter "Toyada") in view of United States Patent No. 6,732,177 to Roy (hereinafter "Roy"), 
and further in view of United States Patent No. 6,654,606 to Foti et al. (hereinafter "Foti"). 
Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

1. 1 he cited references do not tegcjyt,^ Sjet^fcC alljteteCo iitroI 

Egm8on,(Sz.CSCF)," as required by the rejected claims. 

Independent CI wins 1, 5, 8, 12, and 29, with emphasis added, recite receiving "a 
.cqstratior leqnerf" at a Serving-Call State Control Function (S-CSCF)." In Section 4 of the 
t, Ufu f iction, the F\aminer states that "Toyoda teaches ... forwarding a registration request from 
th< subscriber to a Serving Call State Control Function (S-CSCF) (see column 2, lines 10-20, 
i ohimn 2 lines 3P-57 column 4, lines 48-60 and column 1 5, lines 40-58), forwarding a location 
ipddlt Oi the substnbei horn the S-CSCF to a Home Subscription Server (HSS) (see column 

hue 10-20 .olumn 2, lines 38-57, column 4, lines 48-60 and column 15, lines 40-58) ..." 
\ppliLai-iK icpeUfully disagree. 
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Tovoda discloses a mobile communication system which utilizes "visitor location 
it giste« s < \ I R) and 'mobile switching centers (MSCs)" to communicate with and route calls to 
"irtuie station-" ICJ 1, lines 22-24), Contrary to what the Examiner posits, Toyoda does not 
ttacli -,.ggcst, ot dtscubeo 'Serving-Call State Control Function (S-CSCF)," An S-CSCF is a 
spcu+R network element used to implement telephone calls in a Third Generation-Internet 
FioijcuJ f^G IP) network Applicants specifically discuss that an S-CSCF is distinct from 
\i S< I r P lemt nt\ In the i resent application, Applicants state that in traditional "legacy mobile 
neiw uik, a ■ycxr huig/pdgmg mechanism" is used in conjunction with "the serving MSC/VLR" 
sud. ilia! i called party can be reached even after the loss of the subscriber location area (LA) 
mion . Mi )u ' (P iragraph [0025]). Thus, the MSC/VLR elements described in Toyoda use a 
paint! i-- nah mnm to avoid the problems addressed in the present application. In contrast, S- 
L S«~I s used in traditional X~i IP networks are unable to "protectft] ... the TA of a 3G All-IP 
•k hscribei trom loss ' fPaiagraph [0004]). Thus, it is clear that an S-CSCF is not the same as 
the MS( VI L elements Jisclused in Toyoda . 

fhe f idmiiiu jKo states, in Section 4 of the Office Action, that "Roy teaches forwarding 
j rep sbation re^ucM to i (S-CSCF) ... [and] forwarding a location update ... from the S- 
f'<" r to illume Subscription Server (HSS) ... (see column 20, lines 20-24 and column 32, lines 
, " "'4) Applivrintv iet>pec»ful]y disagree. Roy is directed toward an "intelligent signaling 
sthenic io» an H '23 ba«ed mobility architecture for real-time mobile multimedia 
rommumwtums «nd conftiencing (Abstract), As with Toyoda, Roy fails to teach, suggest, 
oi describe j Serving Call State Control Function (S-CSCF)." 

2. The cited references i^iBc nyteach_J ^gtoias§^iAtr^sp9rt address 
(TA) at an HSS." as required by Claims 1. 5 and 12. 

Independent C him 1 also recites "providing the TA and an address of the S-CSCF to a 
Home Subscription Sen er (HSS) for storage at the HSS ." (emphasis added.) Similarly, Claim 
8 i eules that the TA and the address of the S-CSCF are stored at the HSS ." (emphasis added.) 
CU m 2v reutjs thit ' ttk, I A and an address of the S-CSCF" are forwarded " to a Home 
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Subscription Server (HSS) for storage ." (emphasis added.) In Section 4 of the Office Action, 
the Examiner states that "Foti teaches storing data regarding the location update including the ... 
TA-in the HSS so as to be protected against loss of the location information of the subscriber ... 
(see column 2, lines 9-24). Applicants respectfully disagree. 

At column .2, lines 13-14, Foti discloses "a location server that stores a transport address 
m tin ( i led M i " Foti also indicates that 'the Visited CSCF sends a Routing messag e 48 for 
the Destination a l ldj to th e Location Server 2^ m the Serving Network 3 1 . This results in a 
Vj2E<inH* to *he Vis.ttd CSCF it 49 which indicat es the transport address of the Terminating ME 
2 n (CU 4, litiv,s 42 4,, tmphasi"' added) foti furthei discloses that a "Home Network 26 
mUwks a Home Subsoibei Servei (HSS ) 27 and a Location Server 29." (Col. 3, lines 46-48; 
tn pl^si, added) Thi,s it is clear thit Icti discloses, storage of a transport address in » location 
..g»e.L.^h.iih. w distin ct ir.»ra the HSS Applicants lespectfully submit that Foti does not teach, 
-%ges1, or d< scute storage of a transport address (TA) at an HSS. 

Claims 5 and ! 2 recite storing "the TA in a non-volatile memory of the S-CSCF." As 
discu sed above, (ovinia and Roy do not disclose an S-CSCF. Further, Foti only discloses 
stonnp a transport address (TA) at "a location server." (Col. 2, lines 1 3-14). Thus, alone or in. 
cofpfamam n, Tovoda, Roy, and Foti do not teach, suggest, or describe storing "the TA in a non- 
\oIafiIt metiioiyof the S-CSCF," as recited in Claims 5 and 12. 

j. The cited references do not teach "receiyjiig"jBheJ^ 

."restormg" i the TA, as required by Claims 1, 5, .8, 12, and 29. 

CL'ims ) , 8, and 29 also recite receiving "the TA" " from the HSS " " in responie to a 

loss of the T A tn the S-CSCF." (emphasis added.) Claims 5 and 12 recite restoring "the TA" 
' to the S CSCF" ' from the non - volatile memory f of the S-CSCF] In response to a loss of the 

TA b> the S-CSCF " (emphasis added.) Applicants respectfully submit that, alone or in 
i.imbmation. Toynda, Roy, and Foti do not teach, suggest, or describe such receiving or restoring 
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In Section 4 of the Office Action, the Examiner states that "Foti teaches lost information 
mciuding the subscriber's TA may be restored to the S-CSCF from the information stored in the 
HSS (see column 2, lines 9-24). However, as discussed above, Foti only discloses storing a 
transport address (TA) at "a location server," and not at the HSS, Further, Foti does not disclose 
storing a transport address within non-volatile memory of an S-CSCF. (Col. 2, lines 13-14). 

For at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully submit that, alone or in combination, 
Toyoda. Roy, and Foti do not disclose each of the limitations recited in independent Claims 1, 5, 
U ! 2 and 29 Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection of Claims 1,5,8,12, 
•id 29 jndet 35 USC !j 103(a). Claims 2 and 9 have been cancelled. 

E_ _ Ckrrns 3,4 6 , 7, 10. 11. 1.3, and 14 

In Section > of the Office Action, Claims 3, 4, 6, 7, 10, 1 1, 13, and 14 are rejected under 
! 'i U S C , ls'3(a> as being unpatentable over Toyoda in view of Roy and Foti , and further in 
\ it* st United States Patent No. 6,163,532 to Taguchi et al. (hereinafter "Taguchi"). Applicants 
tespectfull / traverse the rejection. 

jagucbi is Jnected toward "a method of packet data transmission in a mobile ... 
ami iwiijC Uum system which can be used in a virtual network across a mobile communications 
iK'virk and J I AN " (Col 1, lines 7-10). Applicants respectfully submit that laaAchi does not 
tuth suggest, or describe any of the limitations discussed above in Section A. As such, the 
combination ol Toyoda Roy, Foti, and Taguchi does not disclose each of the limitations recited 
in independent C laims 1 , 5, 8, 12, and 29. For at least these reasons, Applicants respectfully 
<Viiiesi w ithdsaw al ol the rejection of dependent Claims 3, 4, 7, 10, 1 1, and 14. Claims 6 and 13 
FHietxen^mcdieJ 
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11. Newly Added Claims 31 and 32 

Siwly added Claims M and 32 depend from independent Claims 1 and 29. respectively. 
\s • ch \ppln.diit« resj attully submit that Claims 31 and 32 are in condition for allowance for 
a* !( isi tht »tne reasons di' cussed with reference to Claims 1 and 29. 

\ppne j nts believ e tSiat the present application is now in condition for allowance. 
™' u ."If leronsideianon of die application as amended is respectfully requested. 

ri'i 1 1 jHiimr is in * ited to contact the undersigned by telephone if it is felt that a 
.elep! c tic ifttu vi v. would advance the prosecution of the present application. 

The L Mtii'iissionei ts hereby authorized to charge any additional fees which may be 
•uj ucd 'egurdin^ this application under 37 C.F.R. §§ 1 . 1 6- 1 . 1 7, or credit any overpayment, to 

Permit \< < ourt N > 19 0^41 Should no proper payment be enclosed herewith, as by a check or 
i iccM utid | cfTneni ionn being in the wrong amount, unsigned, post-dated, otherwise improper 
t n't iii il oi en entirely missing, the Commissioner is authorized to charge the unpaid 
j'nouii tu <\pv n Account No. 19-0741. If any extensions of time are needed for timely 
^cep..arM n papers miL muted herewith, Applicants hereby petition for such, extension under 
i f I R V H6 and diithoiize payment of any such extensions fees to Deposit Account No. 19- 
0741. 



Respectfully submitted. 



Date August 2. 2007 




FOLEY & LARDNER LLP 
Customer Number: 23524 
Telephone: (608) 258-4292 
Facsimile; (608) 258-4258 



Paul S. Hunter 
Attorney for Applicant 
Registration No 44,787 
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